This volume offers a comparative study of the policies of sending countries (and homelands) towards their nationals abroad. In so doing it bridges a gap in comparative research on migration and integration politics on the one hand and the rapidly emerging research field of transnational communities on the other. Within migration studies, research has favoured the policy choices and constraints on receiving countries' immigration control and migrant incorporation. Comparative research has traced the particular historical, structural, political and socio-cultural factors in different receiving countries in order to account for similarities and differences in immigrant identification and incorporation. But such studies rarely include the policies of sending countries in a similar systematic way. Sending countries are viewed in the context of the migration problems that they are thought to pose for recipient countries. Indeed, sending country governments are often presented as pawns rather than players in issues of migration management, since the receiving countries are decisive in formulating the rules for visa policies, asylum or return of clandestine migrants. By contrast, sending countries (or homelands) stand central in the rapidly burgeoning literature on transnational communities and diasporas which examines the ties and relations between these groups and their country of origin. Still, there are few comparative studies that allow us to understand differences and similarities in the perceptions and policies of sending countries beyond the Americas.
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Nonetheless, throughout the world, sending countries, an increasing number of which are now also receiving countries, are emerging as complex and significant actors in migration politics. International migration has the effect of making territorial and personal boundaries incongruous (Bauböck 2001). In response, most sending countries seek not only to tap into the economic resources of citizens abroad but increasingly also to incorporate them in their domestic and foreign policy and to appeal to their love for, and sense of duty towards, their country of origin. Their three main interests are usually considered to be (a) to secure continuous inflow of economic resources, (b) to mobilize political support and control subversive political dissidence and (c) to promote the upward social mobility of overseas nationals (see among others, Guarnizo 1998; Portes 1999; Itzigsohn 2000). In this way migration provides sending countries, both centrally and, in particular, peripherally positioned in the global economy, with new options for reconfiguring the reach of the nation-state through transnational economic, social and political ties with nationals abroad.
However, observations like this raise more questions than they answer. First, we have little comparative understanding of why some sending states are more reluctant than others to engage in sustained dialogue with citizens abroad and to involve them in their economic development or domestic or foreign politics. Second, by no means all examples of sending countries trying to engage nationals abroad in homeland affairs are successful. So why do some sending states succeed in these endeavours while others fail? In part, as will be discussed in greater detail in the Conclusion, the answer to both these questions lies in the particular constellation of the country's emigration trajectory, domestic resources and position in the global system. Importantly, the opening up of the 'black box' analysis of states as unitary actors highlights the domestic controversy which often is crucial to the formulation and implementation of sending country policies towards nationals abroad.
This volume on sending country policies therefore raises the general issues of state 'responsibilities' and 'capabilities' in the transnational spaces between migrants and their country of origin. To what extent and for how long does a sending country have any responsibilities towards its citizens abroad? While sending countries are quick to call for their expatriate population's economic and political contribution to development in the country of origin, it is clear that most expatriates and their representative organizations expect this to be a two-way deal. Emigrants want their country of origin to support their struggle for equal rights and against discrimination in the labour market. More established migrant and diaspora groups demand more transparency and good governance in order to feel that their remittances and foreign direct investment are spent in the best possible way. And if migrants are expected to be good
